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Art Unit: 2183 

1 . Claims 1-27 remain for examination. Claims 28-45 have been canceled. 

2. The IDS on 10/28/05 has been received and considered. Examiner thanks 
applicant for clarifying the IDS blank 1449 form on 02/13/02. 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 11 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long!, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

3. Claim 1 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of copending 
Application No. 10/803,690. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are 
not patentably distinct from each other because of the following reasons. 

4. Although the copending claim 1 did not recite the Conjunctive normal form 
Boolean expressions as claimed , the copending claim 1 recited normal form Boolean 
expressions. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include 
conjunctive form as claimed because one of ordinary skill in the art should be able to 
recognize the normal form Boolean expression was also applicable in conjunctive form 
in order to expand the logic structure of the Boolean operations because the 
conjunctive form (e.g. the AND) was one of the standard format of the Boolean 
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expression (the other format would be OR, XOR, etc), and in doing so, provided a 
motivation 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saldanha etal. (5,682,519) in view of Serlet (4,792,909). 

6. As to claims 1,21, Saldanha taught a processor comprising at least : 

a) a Boolean logic circuit (see fig.5) , wherein the Boolean logic unit is operable for 
performing the short circuit evaluation of Conjunctive Normal Form Boolean 
expressions/operations (see AND gate, see the short circuited AND in col.7, lines 53- 
65, see for Boolean expression ); 

b) a plurality of input/output interfaces (see fig.5) , wherein the plurality of input/output 
interfaces are operable for receiving plurality of compiled Boolean 
expressions/operations and transmitting a plurality of compiled results, and a plurality of 
registers (see Boolean expressions and compiled result in col .4, lines 48-67, col .5, 
lines 1-57, see also figs.4 , 7,8 for the input/output connections, see also the 
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and the Boolean expressions in col .2. lines 



7. As to the newly amended feature of "dynamically" performing short circuit 
evaluation In claim 1, Saldanhaalso taught that his system was run on Sun Unix 
operating system , and the low power synthesis module (see algorithm used for low 
power short circuit in col. 5, lines 60-67, col. 6, lines 1-14) was part of Sequential 
Interactive System software (see col .5, lines 45-52). Form the above , it can be seen 
easily that Saldanha's short circuit evaluation ( for purpose of low power) was based on 
interactive software, and an interactive software , as already known in the art, was 
able to respond whenever the user's request occurred, and therefore, it was dynamic. 
Saldanha did not explicitly characterize his system as "dynamic", but due to the 
interactive nature of the software, it was dynamic. 

8. As to the amended static feature in claim 1 , Saldanha did not specifically show 
that his Boolean circuit was static as clamed. However, Serlet taught a system for 
generating a static Boolean circuit (see col .2, lines 38-42, see also col. 5, lines 20-68, 
col.6, lines 1-32 for the details of the combinational logic of the CMOS circuit ). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use Serlet in Saldanha 
for including the Boolean static circuit as claimed because the use of Serlet could 
provide Saldanha the ability to replace the circuit elements with alternative logic gates, 
such as a static circuit, and therefore increasing the ability to adaptability of the system, 
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and because Saldanha also taught a CMOS connbinational logic circuit in the 
background art, which provided the background teaching of Saldanha, and was a 
suggestion of the applicability of the Boolean static circuit, such as CMOS, into 
Saldanha in order to enhance the adaptability of Saldanha, and it could be readily 
achieved by predefining the static logic circuit of Serlet into Saldanha's configuration file 
with modified control parameters, such as the R/W port and the circuit type, so that 
specific Boolean static gates of Serlet could be recognized by Saldanha, and for doing 
so, provided a motivating. 



9. As to amended claim 3, 9, Saldanha also taught the composite results of all 
AND computations in the evaluation of the Conjunctive Normal Form Boolean 
expression/operation were stored and represented be an a-bit AND register(see the 
evaluation of conjunctives AND result in fig.5, see also the OR conjunctives results in 
fig.5) 

10. As to claims 4,5, Saldanha also had default and initialized to a default value 
(see"1"infig.4). 

11. As to claim 6, Saldanha also remained one on true result (see the AND B value 
of 1 in col.2, line 62, see the OR 1 value in col.2, line 63, see also figs.5,7 ). 

12. As to claim 7, see short circuited AND "0" in figs.5,7). 
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13. As to claims 10, 11,12, Saldanha also included OR "zero" until the conjunct 
was "one" (see figs.5,7, see also the enable signal in fig.5). 

14. As to claim 13, Saldanha also included conjunct evaluation to true if 

the OR register is set to a value other than the default and the OR conjunct register is 
set to value other than the default, and the processor short-circuits to the start of the 
next conjunct (see the short circuited OR in col.7, lines 27-41 , see the iterations for the 
next conjunct). 

15. As to claim 14,15, Saldanha also included a decoder ( see the AND , OR, and 
the branches jumps for the conditional jump in fig.7). 

16. As to claim16, Saldanha also inputted in parallel (see input at 560 in fig.8, see 
also the background of encoding in col.1, lines 63-67 ) and outputted across a device 
bus either in series (see bus to 600) or parallel (see parallel inputs to (500). 

17. As to claim 17, see RAM in fig.2. 

18. As to claims 18,19, 20, a micro program and program counter not explicitly 
shown, but see the computer OS, and software in col .5, lines 40-52). No specific format 
of the micro program and program counter can be found in the claim, therefore, it is 
read as a micro program and a program counter in the computer in general. AS to the 
configuring of the program counter and the jump operations , no specific configuration 
of the program counter and the jump operations has been reflected into the claim, 
therefore, it is assumed to be a general configuration. Saldanha also taught many 
computer system type and configurations were suitable for use (see col .5, lines 54-56). 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) wliich forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

19. Claims 22-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saldanha etal. (5,682,519) in view of Serlet (4,792,909) as applied to claim 1, 21 
above, and further in view of Gupta (6,385,757) . 

20. As to clanns 22,23,25, limitations of claims 1 ,21 have already discussed in 
paragraph above, therefore it will not be repeated herein. Saldanha did not specifically 
showed the instruction register, address register, nor the 3 bit operation code as 
clamed. However, Gupta disclosed a system including an instruction register , address 
register, and a variable length instruction (see col.44, lines 43-61 , see also fig. 14). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use Gupta in Saldanha for 
including instruction register and the 3 bit operation code as claimed because the use 
of Gupta could provide Saldanha the ability to adapt to different instruction width based 
on the system requirement, and Saldanha did disclose that many computer system 
types and configuration were suitable for his system (se col.5, lines 54-57), which was 
an indication of the applicability of different system configurations, such as different 
numbered o of opcode width , into the system in order to provide the enhanced 
adaptability, and for doing so, provided a motivation. 
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21 . As to claim 24, see the instruction sequencer for the memory address in col.1 0, 
lines 16-28 for the address register. See also the OR in Saldanha for the OR register. 

22. As to claims 26,27, as to the single bit register, Gupta already taught a variable 
length register, therefore, a single bit, or any number of bit should be recognizable by 
one ordinary skill in the art for implementing the logic gate operations. 

23. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a) Mansfield , Jr. et al. (5,530,939) is cited for the background teaching of the 
short circuited evaluation of the Boolean AND and OR (see col.5, lines 26-44); 

b) Poirot (5,805,462) is cited for the teaching of the evaluation of the Boolean 
logic circuit (see col.5, lines 1-40, col.5, lines 25-60). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Pan whose telephone number is 703 305 9696, or 
the new number 571 272 4172. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 
8:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chan, can be reached on 703 305 9712, or the new number 571 272 4162. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding Is 
assigned is 703 306 5404. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublislied applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Elec|ronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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